This paper is a comparative exploration of counterfactual conditionals introduced by the conjunction 'if' in French and Norwegian, a subject which has not been undertaken before. My 
The patterns and their interpretations
I will examine the two main patterns of the counterfactual conditionals in French and Norwegian, which will be referred to as pattern A and pattern B. Other combinations of tense forms will not be analysed. The interpretation of these patterns depends not only on the tenses used in the conditional constructions, but also on the type of verb in the conditional clause. In fact, in general, the difference between a telic and an atelic verb is very important to the meaning of the construction, as we will see. Furthermore, the presence of a temporal adjunct in the sentence can be decisive in cases where the example would otherwise be ambiguous.
Finally, the linguistic context outside the sentence or pragmatic factors, such as the nonlinguistic context or the common knowledge of the speaker and the adressse(s), are sometimes necessary for the interpretation of the sentence. It must be emphasized that the examples with a translation will be examined if the original or the translation (or both) contains one of the two main patterns.
With respect to the terminology, a conditional clause introduced by 'if' is called protasis, and the matrix is named apodosis. Regarding the Norwegian terms for tense, those closest to the English ones have been used.
The patterns correspond to [if + imperfect + conditional simple] in English
A. Si + l'imparfait + le conditionnel présent. In A, the imperfect is used in the protasis, and the conditional simple in the apodosis.
According to French grammars, the counterfactual present is expressed only by this pattern.
This traditional point of view is however contrary to many of my examples, which show that also pattern B can be used to express the counterfactual present.
The type of verb in the conditional clause is very important to the meaning of pattern A, what most of the grammars do not mention. In (2) , the verb is telic and refers to the future.
This use of pattern A, is named le potentiel in French. The chances that the event will be realised are not good, but they are not zero. As I will examine counterfactual conditionals, examples expressing clearly le potentiel are not included in my corpus. According to Martin (1991: 88) , pattern A with a telic verb in the protasis expresses by default le potentiel (a possible but not probable event) as in (2) , but the context can turn its interpretation into counterfactual future: Monday, but Saturday evening, no! It is scandalous!'.] (Martin, 1999: 90) In (3), the verb is atelic, and according to Michael Jones (1996: 173) , this type of example has one single interpretation, namely counterfactual present, called l'irréel du présent in French. The imperfect has a counterfactual value, according to him: "sentence (111b) implies that Pierre is not at home: (111b) Si Pierre était chez lui, il répondrait au téléphone". Example (3) , which is very close to of Jones' example (111b) can also be given three other interpretations, however: The protasis in (3) can be interpreted as a conjecture about the future.
Whereas a telic verb in the protasis implies a reference to the future, an atelic verb can eventually get the same meaning. Example (3) is ambiguous: it is either a counterfactual present or a potentiel. The insertion of a temporal adjunct like la semaine prochaine ('next week') would make the reference to the future quite clear:
(3') Si Pierre était à la maison la semaine prochaine, il nous aiderait. [lit.: 'If Pierre was at home next week, he would help us '.] According to a third interpretation of example (3), proposed by Martin (1971: 131) , Pierre can possibly be at home now, but the speaker does not have sufficient information to confirm this: It must be emphasized that whereas pattern A' can be interpreted as counterfactual present without problem, the interpretation as potentiel seems somewhat restricted in Norwegian when the verb is telic, according to my data. Hagen (2002: 258) , who gives the following example, declares that the use of this pattern as potentiel has no lexical restriction,: 
The patterns correspond to [if + pluperfect + conditional perfect] in English.
Consider now the second of the two main patterns, which, according to French grammatical tradition, expresses exclusively the counterfactual past, called irréel du passé in
French. This is the pattern of counterfactuality par excellence, because it seems to express only counterfactual events, except in the situations where this value might be cancelled by the context. I will come back to this question below (cf. section 1.3).
In pattern B, the pluperfect occurs in the protasis and the conditional perfect occurs in the apodosis. As we will see, the importance of the type of verb used in the protasis depends, in B, on the temporal reference of the event: past, present or future.
B.
Si + le plus-que-parfait + le conditionnel passé (= if + pluperfect + conditional perfect). Moreover, Robert Martin, has shown in several of his works (1971, 1983, 1991 ) that the pattern can be used about counterfactual situations not only in the past, but also in the present and the future:
(14) Si j'avais eu moins de travail en ce moment, je vous aurais volontiers accompagé. (Martin, 1991: 88) If the verb of the protasis is atelic, as in (12), the interpretation does not cause any problem neither in French nor in Norwegian, whatever the temporal reference might be. The reference must be expressed by a temporal adjunct, however:
(12') Si Pierre avait été à la maison la semaine dernière, il nous aurait aidés.('last week') (12'') Si Pierre avait été à la maison aujourd'hui, il nous aurait aidés. ('today') (12''') Si Pierre avait été à la maison la semaine prochaine, il nous aurait aidés. ('next week')
The first of the examples expresses the counterfactual past, the second expresses the counterfactual présent and the third expresses the counterfactual future. It must be added, that not clarify what tense must be used in the apodosis to express the potentiality, a major point .
In his article about conditional constructions, among other things, Kronning (2009) claims, like Martin (1991: 93) , that pattern B can have two readings: counterfactuality or potentiality; the former is the interpretation by default, whereas the latter is possible if the counterfactuality is cancelled by the context. Referring to an English example of Comrie (1986: 90) , illustrated in (18) According to Kronning, the relative clause que nous avons pu constater blocs the counterfactual interpretation, in other words, Pierre has perhaps swallowed some arsenic after all. I am not totally convinced by this interpretation, however. To me, the interpretation of (17) is primarily that 'he has the same symptoms as if he had had some arsenic' and secondarily the one Kronning proposes. Consider now Comrie's example:
(18) If the butler had done it, we would have found just the clues that we did in fact find. (Comrie 1986: 90) Comrie introduces his example (48), i.e. my example (18), by the following observation:
13 "It is harder to find convincing examples where the protasis is not necessarily false, and speaker judgements do seem to vary somewhat.
For many speakers, however, the following example will serve".
After his example, he notes that: "The final clause of (48) makes it clear that we did in fact find the clues in question, i.e. the apodosis is true; the sentence also leaves open the possibility that the butler did indeed do it" (Comrie, 1986: 90) . As Comrie observes, examples like (17) and (18) Until now I have not found any attested examples of pattern B interpreted as a potential event, but I cannot exclude this possibility, of course. I will come back to this question beyond.
Analysis of my corpus
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We have seen that French and Norwegian have essentially the same patterns. The issue in this section is to explore how they are used in my corpus. I will examine successively the counterfactual past, the counterfactual present and the counterfactual future.
Regarding my corpus, the two monolingual corpora, the Oslo-korpuset and the electronic corpus of Le Monde, have the advantage of presenting only attested examples, but they do not permit the comparison of the same example in its context in both French and Norwegian. They show however the tendencies for each language with respect to counterfactuality and give thereby the opportunity to compare them. The multilingual corpus, the OMC, including the original example and its translation, makes it possible to compare each example in both languages. This type of corpus is therefore an excellent tool for comparative grammar and translation studies among other things.
The counterfactual past
The As we can see, the condition in the protasis of the Norwegian original is not expressed by a conjunction, but by the inversion of the verb ( a marking which can be used in French, as well as in German and English, for instance), whereas in the French translation of (22a), the conditional conjunction introduces the subordinate clause and the common word order has been restored. The marking by means of inversion has been used also in (27a) and (28a), for instance.
With respect to reference of the adjunct in the protasis, i dag/aujourd'hui, I refer to section 1.3. In (22) , the context indicates clearly that this event belongs to the immediate past.
In (23) As we have seen, pattern B causes different problems of interpretation, especially regarding the time reference of the counterfactuality, because it can be used for the past, the present and the future. As mentioned in the introduction, the temporal adjuncts are important to the disambiguation task, so is also the extra-linguistic context.
The counterfactual present
To be interpreted as the counterfactual present, the event in the protasis must be coincident with the speech point. This means that the event expressed by an atelic verb must include the speech point and that the event expressed by a telic verb must occur exactly at the speech point, as emphasized in section 1. In the French original in (24a), the pattern A has been used to express the counterfactual present. In the Norwegian translation, this pattern has been replaced by pattern B. In (25) and (26) In these three examples, the protasis contains atelic verbs which can express counterfactuality without problems. In (34), the adjunct in the apodosis, i dag ('today'), has a broad meaning covering not only 12 hours. I want to emphasize that, in all my attested examples of pattern B used as counterfactual present, the verb of the protasis is atelic. This might indicate that the use of telic verbs in order to express the counterfactual present involve certain restrictions.
Furthermore, in Norwegian, my examples show that pattern B is used more often than A to express the counterfactual present. I will come back to this question in 2.4 in examining the questionnaire I have used. Only the first example has a temporal adjunct in the protasis, referring clearly to the future, i.e.
The counterfactual future
'next month'. Regarding (36) and (37), however, the context is necessary to interpret the temporal reference, which is actually the future. Isolated, these examples could also receive the interpretation as counterfactual past. In example (36), we find the adverb sans doute ('probably') in the apodosis. This adjunct does not modify the meaning of the apodosis, however, but the relation (R) between protasis (p) and apodosis (q), as proposed by Kronning (2011) . Thus, this adverb of probability does not make the meaning of the apodosis potential. This is the case also for the adverb nok ('probably') in the Norwegian example (38).
Regarding It is interesting that, in my corpus, the verbs in the protasis are atelic when they are used in pattern B as counterfactual present, whereas most of them are telic concerning the future, except (42). But as emphasized several times, in certain cases, it is difficult to determine if the situation has a counterfactual or a potential reading. In (38), for instance, the previous linguistic context clarifies that pattern B renders the counterfactual future and not potentiality. But the sentence after the conditional construction, Skjønt jeg vet ikke ('Though I do not know') leaves some doubt about the situation. I will come back to the use of the counterfactual future in section 3.
The highest degree of counterfactuality
Whereas the conjectures examined until now could have been realized under certain circumstances, there exists another category of conditions which could never have been real or will never be real at any moment. In fact, Martin (1983) affirms that counterfactuality exists in to degrees: first, the counterfactual event which could have been possible at some moment and second: " un irréel «pur», où m appartient à un imaginaire qui, de fait, se trouve délié du temps, parce que, à aucun moment, on ne pouvait penser qu'il serait réel (Si j'étais immortel… ; Si Napoléon était né trois sciècles plus tôt", (1983:141), i.e. a "pure" counterfactuality, where the imaginary situation is disconnected from the time, because at no moment you could think it could be real (If I was immortal, … ; If Napoleon had been born three centuries before, ...)". (44) and (50) express both a hypothesis about being of the other sex, nevertheless the patterns used are not the same. (46) and (49) are also parallel examples, but pattern B figures in the first and pattern A in the second. In (47) and (48) the quality 'intelligent' is the core of the hypothesis, but both patterns have been used.
The definition of "pure" counterfactuality vs. counterfactuality of the first degree is another problem, which makes the distinction between them difficult. Regarding (44) and (51), it is possible to object that the change of sex is not an event which can never come true.
Moreover, intelligence is quality which is difficult to mesure and it can vary in the life of one person. It must be added that intelligent does not have the same meaning in (47) Martin (1991:93) declares that for instance ignorance about a situation is a context which might turn counterfactuality into potentiality. Perhaps, with such a context, the protasis in ( The opinion of the native speakers reveals that even though the use of the counterfactual future might not be frequent, they seem to accept this construction more or less.
It must be emphasized that, regarding counterfactual future, an alternative or concurrent pattern 31 does hardly exist. In (4), I have presented one of Martin's exemples, in which pattern A has been used as a counterfactual future. This is, however, the only example I have seen of that type. when they were confronted with the counterfactual future, with which they were not familiar.
Conclusion
But after some reflection, they considered pattern B as a good solution in many cases.
There seems to be a difference between the two languages as regards the use of pattern B. It is used more in Norwegian than in French, not only regarding le counterfactual présent, but also with respect to the counterfactual future. Moreover, even though both patterns are used in both languages to express the "pure" counterfactuality, pattern B seems to be preferred in Norwegian contrary to French.
I have consulted many French and Norwegian grammars about the counterfactual constructions, but none of them seems completely satisfactory in this domain. Every French grammar mentions these constructions, but very often in a normative and traditional way, as if nothing could have changed during the last century. The Norwegian grammars hardly mention the constructions, and never in a systematic way. Both French and Norwegian grammars need 32 to be revised regarding counterfactual constructions. The two patterns signifying the counterfactual present should be described and compared, and the term counterfactual futur should be introduced.
Notes
